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American Telephone and Telegraph Company ("AT&T")
hereby replies to the comments submitted in response to the
Commission's Notice Of Ingquiry ("NOI"), released January 29,

1993.1

By this inquiry, the Commission seeks to obtain
information which will form the basis for a report to
Congress and subsequent rulemaking to implement the
provisions of Section 17 of the Cable Television Protection
and Competition Act of 1992.2 Section 17 requires the
Commission to prescribe regulations to ensure compatibility

between consumer electronics equipment and cable systems so

1 Implementation of Section 17 of the Cable Television
Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992,

Compatibility Between Cable Systems and Consumer

Electronics Equipment, ET Docket No. 93-7 (released
January 29, 1993).

2 (Cable Television Protection and Competition Act of 1992,
Pub. L. No. 102-385, 106 Stat. 1460 (1992), Section 17.
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that cable subscribers may enjoy the full benefit of both the
programming available on cable systems and the functions
available in televisions, video cassette recorders, and other
consumer electronics equipment.3

The NOI (Y 14) inquires about the impact of new
digital transmission and compression technologies on the
compatibility between cable systems and consumer equipment.
The NOI asks whether new standards or operating requirements
are necessary to accommodate the introduction of new digital
technologies. Id. 1In addition, the NOI inquires whether the
Commission should address changes in cable interfaces that
may be required by digital technologies. Id., § 17.

The comments submitted in response to the
Commission's NOI agree that technological compatibility
between consumer equipment and cable systems is an important
issue facing the Commission and the industry. Absent
standard interfaces, equipment will have to be designed
specifically for each type of cable system.?

The comments differ, however, in their approach to
the compatibility issue. The National Cable Television

Association ("NCTA") encouraged the Commission to impose

3 NoI, 99 1-3.
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TCI, p. 5; EIA/CEG pp. 41-43; CableVision, p. 13,
BellSouth, p. 8; Time Warner, pp. 5, 23 (but advocating
delay in setting a standard for digital services);
Ameritech, p. 2.




"discipline" on the consumer electronics industry by strictly
defining the requirements for "cable-ready" television
receivers.® The consumer electronics industry, through the
EIA/CEG, suggested that the Commission consider a moratorium

, on deolovment of diaital technoloagies in cahle svstems until

—

standards issues are resolved.®
The comments appropriately recognize the extreme
importance of standard-setting and technological compatibility
as new technologies and services are deployed in the cable
industry. The Commission should take steps to ensure that
standard interfaces are developed.’ The most efficient
1 process for developing workable, standardized interfaces is an
industry group comprised of representatives of all affected
industry sectors (e.g., cable companies, consumer equipment
! manufacturers and service providers). The Commission has long
: recognized that the marketplace is the best mechanism for

ensuring that consumers obtain the services that they desire.8

5 NCTA, p. 3.

6 EIA/CEG, pp. iv, 42-43.

7  Such standardization does not necessarily mean that the
underlying digital technologies themselves -- digital
compression, transmission, and the like -- must also be
standardized. If widely followed, interface solutions
such as the standard interface port (called EIA/ANSI 563)
may upon examination prove to be effective solutions. The
EIA/ANSI standard has the added advantage of enhancing
compatibility between home electronics equipment and
numerous distribution media, not just cable.

8 See e.g., Car Locator Services, 30 RR2d 1665 (1974).



So, too, has Congress recognized that "the ultimate solution
of [the compatibility] issue requires cooperation between the
cable industry and the consumer electronics industry."?

The cable industry and consumer electronics firms
have already established an industry group to address the
questions raised in this proceeding. That group has been
meeting since January and filed comments in this proceeding.
To ensure the effectiveness of this industry activity, the
Commission should endorse the group's efforts, with the caveat
that Commission action may be necessary if the industry cannot
voluntarily implement effective interface standards.

In addition, the industry group should be expanded,
as BellSouth advocates,l? to include representatives of other
communications media. Examination of standardized interfaces
for multimedia consumer electronics should explore interfaces
which work for all media, not just for cable systems. An
approach limited to cable services would require the
Commission to face the compatibility question all over again
with other broadband communications technologies such as
satellite, ISDN, ADSL, and the like.

The suggestion of the EIA/CEG that the Commission
delay deployment of digital technologies until standards are

established is not warranted, however.ll As a result of the

® H.R. Rep. No. 628, 102d Cong., 2d Sess. 108 (1992).
10 BellSouth, pp. 3, 8.

11 EIA/CEG, pp. 41-43.



Cable Act and this proceeding, the cable industry is on notice
that compatability with consumer equipment will be required
and that voluntary or Commission-issued interface standards
are likely. If firms choose nevertheless to deploy digital
technologies before those standards are finalized, they assume
the risk that their systems may be subject to modification.
There is no public interest in preventing cable firms from
taking such actions. To the contrary, industry
experimentation with alternative digital technologies and
interfaces while a standard evolves may well provide useful

input to the standard-setting effort.
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CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated herein, the Commission should

permit a group comprised of members of the affected industries
to address the issue of standardized digital interfaces for
broadband services. Commission action mandating particular
standayrds should only be considered if the voluntary standard-
getting process is unsuccessful.
Respectfully submitted,
AMERICAN TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY
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